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DETAILED ACTION 

This office is in response to the amendment filed on 08/29/2006. 

Claims 1-10 are pending for examination, claims 1-10 have been amended. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-10, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

As to claim 1 , the use of the phrase -and/or -- renders these claims indefinite, 
since this phrase leads to more than one interpretations of the claimed limitations, In re 
Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 165 USPQ 494 (CCPA 1970). 

As to claims 2-9, these claims have the same defects as their base claims 
respectively, hence are rejected for the same reason. 
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Because the ambiguous nature of instant invention, the following art rejection is 
to the best of the examiner ascertain. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-10, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Publication No. 2004/0250166 issued to Dahlquist et al. (hereinafter referred as 
Dahlquist). 

Claim 1: 

Dahlquist discloses the method to diagnose equipment failures using an 
integrated approach of case-based reasoning and reliability analysis [e.g., Abstract, 
Fig(s) 1-7 and associated texts], comprising the steps of: 

maintaining a case base database for the equipment [e.g., the units: 31, 35 of 
Fig. 2; 24, Fig. 3 and 24, Fig. 4 and associated texts]; 
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receiving an equipment problem description from a user [e.g., the units: 22, 23, 
25, etc, Fig. 3 and associated texts; page 2, the sections: 0027-0031 & page 4, sections 
0050-0052]; 

for each component in the equipment, calculating failure probability based on 
historical failure and published failure data of the components [e.g., the use of analyzer 
function to analysis any component of the processing and calculating the component 
failure probability via probabilistic methods over simulated data & Historical Plant data 
stored on case based Reasoning searching failure library (e.g., Fig. 2) at page 2, 
Sections: 0029-0031 , Page 4, sections 0053-0055]; 

for each component, calculating probability of matching problem description 
assuming that a component fails, using case based reasoning [e.g., the case based 
reasoning unit 35 of Fig. 2 , and the unit 35 of Fig. 5 and associated texts & Page 4, 
section 0056]; 

for each component, combining the calculated probabilities to compute an overall 
failure probability given the historical failure data and published data and the problem 
description problem description [e.g., page 2, Sections: 0029-0031, Page 4, sections 
0053-0057, Fig(s) 2-4 and associated texts]; and 

composing a list of component recommendations by ranking components by their 
overall failure probabilities and retrieving corresponding past solutions from the case 
base database [e.g., Page 1, section 0012 & Page 4, section 0053, Fig. 6 and 
associated texts]. 
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Claim 2: 

Except the features recited in claim 1 , Dahlquist further discloses that the step of 
producing a single list of suggested failed components based on historical failure data 
and published failure data as observed by the equipment user, and the problem 
description received from the user [e.g., Fig. 6 and associated texts & Page 6, section 
0076]. 

Claim 3: 

Except the features recited in claim 1 , Dahlquist further discloses that the step of 
producing a list of probabilities of failure corresponding to the list of suggested failed 
components, with the probabilities estimated from historical failure data and published 
failure data, as observed by the equipment user, and the problem description received 
from the user [e.g., Fig. (s) 2 & 6 and associated texts]. 

Claim 4: 

Except the features recited in claim 1 , Dahlquist further discloses that the step of 
combining probabilities to compute the overall failure probability for each component 
uses an equipment hierarchy such that component failure probabilities are estimated in 
a hierarchical manner, calculated from data for the equipment at hand, if there is 
adequate data, otherwise, from data from an equipment group one level up in the 
hierarchy, and repeating the process until adequate data is found [e.g., Page 6, 
sections: 0082-0087 & the top-down plant hierarchy by case based reasoning for fault 
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detection, or the down-up plant hierarchy by Bayesian inference for root cause 
analyzing of Fig. 5 and associated texts]. 



Claim 5: 

Except the features recited in claim 1 , Dahlquist further discloses that the step of 
combining probabilities to compute overall failure probability uses an equipment 
hierarchy such that historical cases are retrieved in a hierarchical manner, from data for 
the equipment at hand, if there is adequate data, otherwise, from data from an 
equipment group one level up in the hierarchy, and repeating the process until adequate 
data is found [e.g., Page 4, sections: 0054-0055, Page 5, sections: 0063-0065, Page 6, 
sections: 0082-0083 & Fig(s). 4-5 and associated texts]. 

Claim 6: 

Dahlquist discloses a decision support system to diagnose equipment failures 
using an integrated approach of case-based reasoning and reliability analysis [e.g., 
Abstract, Fig(s) 1-7 and associated texts], comprising: 

a case base maintenance management system database for the equipment; a 
decision support system database [e.g., the unit: 31, Fig. 2; 24, Fig. 3 and 24, Fig. 4 and 
associated texts]; 

a decision support system client for receiving an equipment problem description 
from a user [e.g., the units: 22, 23, 25, etc, Fig. 3 and associated texts; page 2, the 
sections: 0027-0031 & page 4, sections 0050-0052]; 



Application/Control Number: 10/663,907 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2161 

a decision support system server receiving input from the decision support 
system client and accessing said case base maintenance management system 
database and said decision support system database, said decision support system 
server including [e.g., Fig. (s) 2-6 and associated texts]: 

a real-time decision support system engine for calculating failure 
probability for each component in the equipment, based on historical failure data 
and published failure data of each of the component, using reliability theory, and 
for calculating probability of matching problem description for each component, 
assuming that a component fails, using case based reasoning, and for each 
component, combining the calculated the calculated probabilities to compute the 
overall failure probability for each component given the historical failure data and 
published failure data of each of the component and the equipment problem 
description and composing a list of component recommendations by ranking 
components by their overall failure probabilities and retrieving corresponding past 
solutions from the case base maintenance management system database [e.g., 
Page 5, section 0070 - page 6, section 0076 & Fig.(s) 3-6 and associated texts]; 
and 

a case base update processor for copying closed failure transaction 
records from the case base maintenance management systems database, and 
extracting the information from these transaction records to obtain the attributes 
required by said real-time decision support system engine, and indexing each 
transaction record by the failed component identification and the number of 
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occurrence of failure of that particular component [e.g., the database 24 real-time 
updating at Page 5, section 0070-0071 , the diagnostics data extracting at Page 
5, sections: 0063-0065, the hierarchical indices of the case based decision 
control system (DCS) at Page 6, sections: 0079-0085 & the ranking, propagating 
and replacing "the malfunctioning pump with a new one technique" of the 
decision support tool at Page 7, section 0091-0095, Fig.(s) 2-7 and associated 
texts]. 

Claim 7: 

Except the features recited in claim 6, Dahlquist further discloses that the 
decision support system server produces a single list of suggested failed components 
based on historical failure data and published failure data of each of the components as 
observed by the equipment user, and the problem description received from the user 
[e.g., Fig. 6 and associated texts & Page 6, section 0076]. 

Claim 8: 

Except the features recited in claim 6, Dahlquist further discloses that the 
decision support system server produces a list of probabilities of failure corresponding 
to the list of suggested failed components, with the probabilities estimated from 
historical failure data and published failure data of each of the components as observed 
by the equipment user, and the problem description received from the user [e.g., Fig. (s) 
2 & 6 and associated texts]. 
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Claim 9: 

Except the features recited in claim 6, Dahlquist further discloses that the 
decision support system server combines the probability of matching the equipment 
problem description for each component to compute the overall failure probability for 
each component using an equipment hierarchy such that the overall failure probability 
for each component is estimated in a hierarchical manner, calculated from data for the 
equipment at hand, if there is adequate data, otherwise, from data from an equipment 
group one level up in the hierarchy, and repeats the process until adequate data is 
found [e.g., Page 6, sections: 0082-0087 & the top-down plant hierarchy by case based 
reasoning for fault detection, or the down-up plant hierarchy by Bayesian inference for 
root cause analyzing of Fig. 5 and associated texts]. 

Claim 10: 

Except the features recited in claim 6, Dahlquist further discloses that the 
decision support system server combines the probability of matching the equipment 
problem description for each of the components to compute the overall failure 
probability for each component using an equipment hierarchy such that historical cases 
are retrieved in a hierarchical manner, from data for the equipment at hand, if there is 
adequate data, otherwise, from data from an equipment group one level up in the 
hierarchy, and repeats the process until adequate data is found [e.g., Page 4, sections: 
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0054-0055, Page 5, sections: 0063-0065, Page 6, sections: 0082-0083 & Fig(s). 4-5 
and associated texts]. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on Aug. 29, 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., 1) the instant uses incoming information as-is and does not classify it; 2) finding 
the failed component within a machine which is known to have failed; 3) using a 
common framework that consist of case based reasoning and reliability analysis applies 
independently in the entire component hierarchy for generating a single list of failed 
component ranked by probability of failure) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Thus, based on the discussion above, the rejections on record are maintained. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



Points of Contact 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Susan Y. Chen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4016. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 7:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeff Gaffin can be reached on 571-272-4146. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Susan Y Chen 
Examiner I 
Art Unit 2161 SI 
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